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Abstract
Purpose – This paper aims to propose a unified framework for understanding the development and
distribution of value within and from enterprise and entrepreneurship education. In doing so, the authors trace
the origins of value creation pedagogy back 100 years and reconnect this lost literature to contemporary
thinking as to what constitutes value creation pedagogy.
Design/methodology/approach –This conceptual paper identifies specific temporal-specific problemswith
current thinking in enterprise and entrepreneurship education vis-a-viswho gains the value from value creation
pedagogies. To address this identified anomaly, the authors seek to develop a spectrum of value-creating
activities/processes applicable to enterprise and entrepreneurship education. The underlying aim of this
approach is to provide clarity around who specifically benefits from value creation pedagogies, how andwhen.
Findings – In developing a spectrum of value-creating activities/processes applicable to enterprise and
entrepreneurship education, the authors have successfully located all major forms of value creation pedagogies
in an iterative manner that caters to the authentic development of value for oneself and others. The proposed
model assumes that the creation of authentic value for others should be preceded by the development of specific
capabilities in the value creators.
Practical implications –There are important implications that arise for all enterprise and entrepreneurship
educators in the discussions presented here. Most importantly, value creation pedagogies should be fueled by
the ongoing development of purpose, agency and capability via cultivated reflection.
Originality/value –This paper broadens the notion of what constitutes value creation pedagogy in enterprise
and entrepreneurship education. In doing so, the authors elevate the importance of student creative
competency development over value creation.
Keywords Value creation, Student agency, Value creation pedagogy
Paper type Conceptual paper
Introduction
This paper considers the process of value creation in enterprise and entrepreneurship
education, and asks to whom should any value created be appropriated. Is it the students
themselves who should benefit primarily, or is it other stakeholders within and/or external
to the ecosystems who surround the delivery of enterprise and entrepreneurship education
that should benefit most? These questions are central to the aims and purpose of enterprise
and entrepreneurship education and have been stimulated by the recent positioning of
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value creation pedagogy (VCP) (Lackeus, 2016, 2020) in enterprise/entrepreneurship
education and the definitional stance of the European Commission Joint Research Centre
(Bacigalupo et al., 2016; FFE-YE, 2012), where acting upon ideas and opportunities is
emphasized, thus assuming that ideas and opportunities spotted by learners are at a stage
that are ready to be scrutinized. This assumes that students use and develop valuable
entrepreneurial competencies through directly engaging in value creation processes
(Mulholland and Turner, 2019), where value is created for other stakeholders, in addition to
the value gained from the learning experience by the students themselves. In this context,
value creation for others is perceived to be more important than value created by nascent
entrepreneurs for themselves, in that value creation for others must occur before additional
learning outcomes can be received by the students. It takes the approach that focusing on
the needs of others from outset will ultimately lead to “deeper learning of subject specific
curricular knowledge and skills among students” (Lackeus, 2019, pp. 206-207).
There is a temptation here to be seduced by the tautology of do students of enterprise and
entrepreneurship education develop entrepreneurial competencies through engaging in value
creation pedagogies, or do students of enterprise and entrepreneurship education develop
entrepreneurial competencies in order to create new forms of value? A temptation we
deliberately seek to avoid, instead initially preferring to consider the following questions;
what is value creation in the context of enterprise and entrepreneurship education?And, what
has been the role of value creation in education more broadly? Our approach is to: (1) isolate
the historical role of VCP in education, (2) consider the nature of value creation pedagogies in
enterprise and entrepreneurship education and (3) consider the possibility of a spectrum of
value creating activities/processes applicable to enterprise and entrepreneurship education.
In doing so, wemake a contribution to Kuratko andMorris’s (2018) recent consideration of the
future trajectory of entrepreneurship education. Specifically, prioritizing the needs of
students over programs and society through deeper consideration of the potential
empowerment and transformative aspects of enterprise and entrepreneurship education.
However, before proceeding further, it is useful to contextualize what we mean by enterprise
and entrepreneurship education and, what we mean by value creation.
Drawing on the QAA (2018, p. 7) guide for UK Higher Education providers, we define
enterprise education as (for credit and extra-curricular) activities focused “the generation and
application of ideas, which are set within practical situations during a project or undertaking
. . . that can be applied across all areas of education and professional life. It combines
creativity, originality, initiative, idea generation, design thinking, adaptability and reflexivity
with problem identification, problem solving, innovation, expression, communication and
practical action”. Conversely, we define entrepreneurship education “as the application of
enterprise behaviours, attributes and competencies into the creation of cultural, social or
economic value. This can, but does not exclusively, lead to venture creation.
Entrepreneurship applies to both individuals and groups (teams or organisations), and it
refers to value creation in the private, public and third sectors, and in any hybrid combination
of the three”. As such, while acknowledging the broad overlap between both forms of
education, we see enterprise education as broadly applicable to all students and related to life-
wide learning (Barnett, 2011) and the development of agency (Bandura, 2006). Alternatively,
we view entrepreneurship education more narrowly in its application and directly related to
acting upon existing abilities and ideas to create new value (see Jones et al., 2019).
To further foreshadow our eventual conclusions, we see value creation (in a purely
educational sense) as being first and foremost concerned with the actions of, and change
within, individuals (Bethel, 1989), so not necessarily a byproduct of entrepreneurship
education. Nevertheless, in adopting this position, we also accept the potential influence of
the individual on the broader environment in terms of creating value for others (Lackeus,
2019). Like Felin and Hesterly (2007) and Amabile (1996), we position value creation as a
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process starting with the characteristics of the individual. It has been stated that value
creation is “difference between use and exchange value” as contemplated across “all levels
of analysis” (Lepak et al., 2007, p. 190). Where use refers to the potential satisfaction one
gains from the use of their (existing and developing) knowledge, skills and/or capabilities,
and where exchange refers to what can be obtained through the exchange of one’s
knowledge, skills and/or capabilities. We view such a definition as being broad enough to
encapsulate all five forms of value previously associated with enterprise and
entrepreneurship education (i.e. economic, enjoyment, social, harmony and influence; see
Lackeus, 2018). With these definitions established, let us proceed to consider the role of
value creation in education more generally.
Value creation pedagogy: educational roots and history
Despite not featuring as yet in the enterprise and entrepreneurship education literature, the
VCP of Tsunesaburo Makiguchi (see Bethel, 1989) dates back to the 1920s and is still used to
teach social entrepreneurship at several Japanese and American universities today.
Makiguchi’s seminal works argued that the purpose of education should not align to the
needs of society, but rather to the individual needs of students, vis-a-vis their own sense of
purpose in life. An admirer of Dewey’s ideas, Makiguchi like Dewey (1916) pushed for
personal growth to be the main aim of education. Further, much likeWhitehead’s (1932) push
against inert ideas in favor of fewer ideas that are directly relevant to the child’s development,
Makiguchi believed that education should grow out of the emerging needs of each student’s
daily life. Such a focus, he believed, would lead to happiness within each student who will use
“their creative capabilities both to enhance their own lives to the fullest and to create
maximum benefit for their community” (Bethel, 1989, p. 6).
From this perspective, Makiguchi saw the potential for human creativity as a constant,
and the transfer of knowledge as a potential obstacle towards aiding the direction of such
creativity towards the happiness of each student, and ultimately, to the betterment of society.
Just as Dewey had earlier proposed growth as the common denominator of education,
Makiguchi proposed a similar role for happiness. Several decades later, Heath (1964) would
also position satisfaction in all aspects of one’s life as a primary goal of education in creating
reasonable adventures (see Jones, 2007). A common concern in all these approaches being that
the curriculum was able to be centered around the immediate needs of students rather than
merely defaulting to pre-determined general needs of a subject area (see Tyler, 1949). In such a
context, we can view value creation as personal and preceding the need to produce (context
perceived) economic or social value in society, it is about the developmental growth of
individuals. In terms of positioning our thinking on this matter, while we recognize the
increasing interest in the entrepreneurship education ecosystem (Belitski and Heron, 2017)
and the centrality of education to societal outcomes, we adopt the following position. Where
others see entrepreneurship education at the heart of entrepreneurial ecosystems, we remain,
first and foremost, focused on students being at the heart of enterprise and entrepreneurship
education, a point we will frequently revisit.
From this individual perspective, we may also draw upon the extensive experience of the
arts,where creative thinking and action results in value creation, andhas been a topic of debate
formany generations.Most overtly, this can be evidencedwithin disciplines related to learning
to design, which intrinsically employs creative talent to respond to the needs of others (Hesket
et al., 2017). Historically, the discipline of design grew out of the industrial revolution and was
deemed to require experiential hands-on approaches, as opposed to the more traditional
approaches of learning “about”without the learning as to “how” (Hall, 2016). Design educators,
therefore, have extensive experience of learning for innovation, especially when this involves
co-creation of value. Notably, short-term goals such as those set by a client or customer are
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only developed later in the learning process, as it is believed that a reliance on using customer
preferences from outset impedes learning progression (Dervojeda et al., 2014). In practice,
learning to be creative in specially simulated/accelerated learning scenarios precedes the
objective testing of the potential value created; the ability is tested before the outcomes are
measured against norms and expectations. This is partially because designmakes distinctions
between iterative/incremental innovation based on known goals, and more radical innovation
that is built on visioning skills and insights that extend beyond the already known. Whilst
“incremental innovation tries to reach the highest point on the current hill. Radical innovation
seeks the (next) highest hill” (Norman and Verganti, 2014, p. 79). This stands in direct
opposition to Mishra and Zachary’s (2014) entrepreneurial value creation theory, which only
consists of two iterative stages and focusses on gaining an entrepreneurial reward.
P1. The provenance of VCP lies beyond the historical and disciplinary boundaries of
enterprise and entrepreneurship education; therefore, care must be exercised when
applying VCP in the domain of enterprise and entrepreneurship education.
Our position here is that enterprise and entrepreneurship education, while currently
embracing value creation pedagogies, should do so with sufficient consideration of value
creationmore generally in education. Just because definitions of entrepreneurship historically
have been centered on the process of value creation (see Kao, 1993) does not mean a fully
developed position regarding value creation pedagogies has occurred. Therefore, it is
important to understand the nature of value creation pedagogies in enterprise and
entrepreneurship education.
Value creation pedagogies and enterprise and entrepreneurship education
The original works of Lackeus and Middleton (2015) and Mishra and Zachary (2014), and
especially the more recent work of Lackeus (2020), promote the idea of venture creation
programs (previously referred to as VCP, now VeCP) through the use of value creation
pedagogies, (somewhat restrictively) defined in terms of creating “new value creation for
others” (Lackeus, 2019, p. 202). In this approach, students use whatever pre-existing/assumed
entrepreneurial competencies to create new value for others. In this context, value creation
can be considered primarily for the benefit of society first, with students presumably gaining
insights “through” their participation (Mishra and Zachary, 2014).
This borrows from the notion of an apprenticeship; however, it is important to point out
that in apprenticeships, scenario-based learning practices typically precede customer or
client engagement (Lave and Wenger, 1991); therefore, competency development goals
precede value creation goals. It is generally understood that systems that focus purely on
output goals in apprenticeships compare poorly to those that employ a multi-stakeholder
arrangement, where learning is the focus (Mulkeen et al., 2019). It is, therefore, our contention
that the sequencing of student development in the value creation model remains unclear,
because value for others is at least one of the intended outcomes from outset. Within broader
enterprise and entrepreneurship education approaches, a developmental role prior to
expecting students to engage in new venture/value creation is more commonplace. A brief
review of past-related work is useful at this point.
The 4Cs (conceive, create, capture and critique) value creation approach of Jones (2011)
was developed to allow the value creator (i.e. the student) to be the primary beneficiary of the
value creation process through the identification and use of individual and/or collective
resource profiles (Aldrich, 1999). This approach was closely aligned to the personal
development aspects of enterprise education. Alternatively, the traditional textbook-led
approaches (e.g. Hisrich et al., 2013) offer students the opportunity to learn about the process
and theories of new value creation. Such theoretical approaches have often been brought to
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life through the use of specific teaching methodologies (i.e. Sarasvathy, 2008), techniques
(Neck et al., 2014) and/or process models (Aulet, 2013) to enable various combinations of
theory, practice and reflection to support within students a capacity for new value creation.
Notions of value creation in enterprise and entrepreneurship education connect back to the
initial idea of creative destruction (Schumpeter, 1942) being closely aligned to the process of
value creation/opportunity orientation in the domain of entrepreneurship (Fayolle, 2013).
Novel combinations of concepts and resources are innovatively recombined to produce new
forms of value that have the potential to improve upon and/or replace past practices, heralding
in new ways of doing and/or being that have not been pre-conceived as goals. There is a long
association with value creation as a central focus in enterprise and entrepreneurship
education. Typically, value creation has been used as the context of student projects through
which students develop a greater capacity for self-reliance and enterprising behavior (Gibb,
1993).While value creation is often viewed as a public good, it has also been seen to occur after
education has fostered self-agency and a propensity and capability for action (Gustafson,
2009). It is important to note here that regardless of the subjectivity (Lepak et al., 2007)
surrounding actual value creation (and value capture), the individual value of such educational
experiences can still objectively be measured. Therefore, from Gibb’s perspective, value
creation for students can occur before and/or after value creation by students. Indeed, as is
understood in nature (Liveo, 2013), students can develop significantly through reflecting upon
their repeated failure to create any value for others through their projects and throughmetrics
such as the number of ideas generated and their ability to be effectively argued through new
links and connections, as is the norm in creative subjects such as art and design (QAA, 2017).
P2. Given that there is often much subjectivity surrounding the creation and capture of
value for others, it is logical to accept that enterprise and entrepreneurship
education students can create value for themselves, even if they have not yet done
so for others.
This would seem central to the role of enterprise and entrepreneurship education at a time
when society increasingly is more complex and unpredictable for students (Barnett, 2011),
and the demand for more creative thinking and the development of attitudes relating to
flexibility and adaptability in learners increase (Komarkova et al., 2015). In this context, it is
the reshaping of our students’ cognitive abilities, rather than their external landscapes, that
matter most. Such restructuring is also observed to occur in learning, where the human
brain’s capacity to restructure through the acquisition of higher-order structures enables one
to become free of one’s history (Bruner, 1962). It is in this context that the authors draw on
Vygotsky’s developmental theory (see Hanfmann and Vakar, 2012) to view value creation
within the pedagogical models utilized in enterprise and entrepreneurship education as being
first emancipatory, and second, community serving. Such an approach, while consistent with
the different (but often interrelated) roles ascribed to both enterprise education and
entrepreneurship education (QAA, 2018), is somewhat more problematic when viewed from
explicit new venture creation (see Neck and Corbett, 2018) and/or more societal perspectives
(Lackeus, 2019). Nevertheless, the widely accepted presence of dialogic relations (Bruyat and
Julien, 2001) necessitates that equal attention is given to both the individual (student) and any
act of new value creation.
P3. Neither the individual, their development, nor the act of value creation, for oneself or
others, should be viewed in isolation, and/or free from the influence of, and/or
dependent upon cognitive development.
At present, there is an increasing interest in the development of comprehensive competency
frameworks (see Gibson, 2006; Morris et al., 2013; White et al., 2016; Bacigalupo et al., 2016).
Therefore, it is beholden upon educators in our domain to use scholarly inquiry to ascertain in
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what different (and/or similar) ways enterprise and entrepreneurship education are able to
support higher-order student learning outcomes. It is also important that researchers
consider the experiences of history and disciplinary expertise that precedesmore recent work
in our own and other domains of education.
Contemporary value creation pedagogy
The presence of VCP in mainstream education is linked more to the original ideas of
Tsunesaburo Makiguchi (and his followers) than any pedagogical approach in the domain of
enterprise and entrepreneurship education. Makiguchi’s Soka education had, as its central
aim, the empowering of students in the pursuit of happiness (Goulah, 2010), or value derived
from one’s relationship to life. Joffee et al. (2009) argue that Soka education is “not education
for society, but a society for education”, given its concern for an individual’s well-being and
social justice. A comparative analysis of Soka education with the capabilities approach of Sen
(1985) concluded that both approaches were complimentary, focusing on the rights of
individuals to create value for themselves and others using freedom and agency (Sherman,
2016). Interestingly, the inclusion of well-being and social justice influenced the recent
adoption of Soka education in Kenya public high schools (perhaps as an alternative to
enterprise education, often used to prepare students for the challenges of the modern world).
Amollo et al. (2018) concluded that VCP in this context had the potential to complement the
effectiveness of problem-based learning approaches.
The presence of Soka’s VCP outside of the domains of enterprise and entrepreneurship
education has potential to create confusion, especially when it is deemed suitable for entire
countries to adopt its methods. At present, there is the original VCP of Makiguchi (Bethel,
1989) and the venture creation and VCPs of Lackeus (2019). There also exist other enterprise
and entrepreneurship education approaches that are centered on value creation (Mishra and
Zachary, 2014; Sarasvathy, 2008; Jones, 2011; Aulet, 2013) and a host of value creation
approaches in the fields of science (McWilliam et al., 2008), the creative industries (Hearn et al.,
2007) and technology management (Horwitch and Stohr, 2012). Therefore, it would seem
logical to consider (1) the extent to which such approaches are complimentary and (2) how
these various approaches might be placed upon a value creation spectrum.
Towards a unified value creation pedagogy
Each of the approaches discussed above employs unique philosophical positions, none of
which should be biased in terms of any preferred selective criteria because each approach has
elements that are restrictive in their broader use. The original VCP ofMakiguchi, now labeled
Soka education (Bethel, 1989) is quite limited to the happiness of the individual. The VCP of
Lackeus (2019) can be viewed as operating backward from perceived societal value to
assumed student value. In between these two philosophically diverse views are a host of
approaches (see Sarasvathy, 2008; Jones, 2011; Aulet, 2013) that vary in how the human and
social capital of individuals is leveraged to create new value. In Figure 1, an attempt is made
to position the nature of these philosophically diverse approaches on a spectrum.
Figure 1.
The VCP spectrum
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We chose to make a specific impact (Nabi et al., 2017) on enterprise and entrepreneurship
education through contemplating the conversion of commonly thought of subject impact
measures (e.g. attitudes) into objective impact measures. We contemplate a student’s perfect
development in enterprise and entrepreneurship education, acknowledging this process to be
rare. In such a world, students would engage in several subjects, all of which bring a different
aspect of value creation. Ideally, students would be given an opportunity to explore their
sense of self to develop a sense of purpose. Barnett (2007) speaks of the need for students to
embrace the challenges of an educational voyage. A process of ontological discomfort
through which self-travel is of more importance than intellectual travel. A voyage with others
where the value of community is highlighted to ensure support is on hand along the way.
Here, Makiguchi’s VCP is directly applicable, with individual students able to perceive their
life in the context of a nurturing community. In such a context, a student can find happiness
and fulfillment that can be directed toward their purpose in life. Importantly, the role of
enterprise and entrepreneurship education at this stage is to take the student into
unchartered territory, to aim for ontological displacement that ultimately encourages and
motivates. Given that in reality (vis-a-vis entrepreneurial outcomes), many are called, but few
are chosen (Aldrich and Martinez, 2001), it is logical for enterprise and entrepreneurship
education to attempt to impact on themanymore so than the few. So, we are positioning VCP
as applicable to all students, regardless of their varied future intentions.
Having developed a sense of purpose, students must develop a capacity to act upon such a
purpose. Jones et al. (2019) make the case that the development of agency (or a capacity for
self-negotiated action) is central to the purpose of enterprise and entrepreneurship education.
Assuming that to be reasonable, we can contemplate also the four core properties of human
agency as proposed by Bandura (2006). First, humans must demonstrate intentionality (or
purpose) and be capable of blending their self-interest with others to advance their own
desires; again, the importance of community is important. But, the development of the self (or
individuation, as Jung (1921) referred to it) is critical to ensure one’s true self can operate
effectively inside and outside the collective. Second, the closely related process of forethought
paves the way for the student’s imagination to play forward their purpose and visualize what
might be possible, even when clear goals are not articulated, a necessary pre-condition of
authentic purpose. Third, students need to develop the ability to plan their intended action
through a process of self-reactiveness. This includes self-assessment of one’s current abilities
and their assumed potentiality vis-a-vis one’s developing purpose. Finally, Bandura notes the
importance of self-reflectiveness to enable individuals to exhibit metacognitive abilities
associated with reflection. This is perhaps one of the hardest core properties for students to
develop when it is also recognized that accurate reflection is more often than not possible
(Doris, 2015), though can be encouraged through an understanding of memory types and
human cognition (Penaluna, 2019).
Here, at this critical junction in the process of VCP, we argue that great care is required to
cultivate appropriate reflection (see Jones, 2019) through which authentic transformative
learning (Mezirow, 1978) outcomes are possible. This suggests that the refinement on early-
level impact indicators (see Jack andAnderson, 1998; Nabi et al., 2017) to address such specific
metacognitive learning outcomes is required. As can be seen in Figure 1, the process of
reflection serves two distinct purposes. First, it supports the development of one of the core
properties of human agency. Second, it feeds back into the individual students’ sense of self,
providing moments of ontological truth to emerge in which the nature of one’s purpose is
further shaped. A key factor throughout this entire process is the authentic enrolment of the
students’ life circumstances, as proposed by Makiguchi over 100 years ago (Bethel, 1989)
using different forms of heutagogy (Jones et al., 2014). Consistent with the timeless ideas of
Dewey (1913), aligning the educational experience to the direction of the student’s own
growth should increase both their level of interest and their recognized identity in society.
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When students are free to act on their developing purpose, experiment, explore and
experience disappointment and joy (vis-a-vis their naı€ve expectations), the right conditions to
develop specific entrepreneurial capabilities are present. As with more sophisticated
hierarchical research into motivational constructs contests (Vallerand, 1997), the intrinsic
motivation of creativity and mastery is known to be more powerful than external rewards.
Moreover, behavioral science suggests that when extrinsic rewards are the dominant feature,
underperformance results (Pink, 2011). At this point in time, and commensurate with the
individual’s or group’s resource profile (Aldrich, 1999), the evolving capability of students set
can be further developed through attempting to create value for others. One advantage of the
approach championed by Lackeus (2016) is the likelihood of outcomes that are both visible
and more readily measurable. Nevertheless, we argue (at this stage of the process) that
students need to be capable of producing outcomes worthy of measurement, and that other
disciplines are more advanced in developing student preparedness, especially when
innovation is required. The current renaissance of discipline-specific competencies for
enterprise and entrepreneurship education (Morris et al., 2013; Bacigalupo et al., 2016; White
et al., 2016) is indicative of the focus of such capability development. As indicated in Figure 1,
during this stage of the process, additional feedback is also potentially generated to (1)
support the further development of student agency (and therefore capability) and (2) further
shape the student’s sense of self (and therefore sense of purpose).
In reality, we accept that students of enterprise and entrepreneurship education rarely
experience the breadth of subject offerings to support their full development along the
envisaged spectrum; this is a current limitation for all students of entrepreneurship. One can
easily imagine the frustration of the student left to contemplate their potential, deprived of an
opportunity to act on their purpose in any authentic manner. Just as frustrating would be
being required to act on someone else’s purpose, without having developed sufficient agency/
capability and motivation to have a sporting chance at success.
To recap, at each position along our proposed VCP spectrum, value creation is possible.
Settling for a definition of value creation as the “difference between use and exchange value”
(Lepak et al., 2007, p. 190) affords us the ability to view the development of knowledge, skills
and/or capabilities as underwriting the value (derived from the education process) that is
captured by the developing student. We see this as a critical aspect of the thinking developed
here, because then we can also embrace the well-developed thinking of others (see Lackeus,
2019), which perhaps unintentionally restrict value creation in enterprise and
entrepreneurship education to acts specifically associated with creating value for others.
In returning to our three propositions, we can make the following comments. We should
take additional care when we speak of value creation (proposition 1), given it is not a process
solely defined and/or aligned to entrepreneurship. To assume otherwise is to ignore the
various other competing agendas in society also related to growth, development and
prosperity. Next, accepting that the future of entrepreneurship education is less about
starting new businesses and more about empowerment and transformation (Kuratko and
Morris, 2018) means staying focused first and foremost on students of enterprise and
entrepreneurship education (proposition 2). Finally, the development of impact outcome
measures (Nabi et al., 2017) enterprise and entrepreneurship education programs must
account for the holistic development of individual students (proposition 3) prior to
establishing vicarious claims of success at the new venture and/or societal level.
Extending this logic, we can envisage increased opportunities to integrate enterprise and
entrepreneurship education initiatives into other disciplines through embracing value
creation as first and foremost being a common process we as humans all experience as our
lives develop (proposition 1). Next, we can see opportunities to connect enterprise and
entrepreneurship education tomultiple societal agendas related to overcoming the challenges
inherent to growing up in society, such as anxiety and disadvantage (proposition 2). Finally,
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we see the opportunity to reset how policy makers view enterprise and entrepreneurship
education and its potential contributions to society (proposition 3), shifting from an assumed
economic focus to a citizenship focus.
Conclusion
This conceptual paper has positioned a range of accepted learning outcomes germane to both
enterprise and entrepreneurship education upon a logical spectrum. In doing so, we make
possible a deeper consideration of where and to whom value creation in enterprise and
entrepreneurship education should belong and/or benefit. In doing so, we believe we have
proposed an approach that balances the interrelated personal development and venture
creation orientations that will undoubtedly continue to shape emerging standards in our field
of education globally (e.g. QAA, 2018).
This paper, therefore, seeks to unpack the nature of value creation more generally in
enterprise and entrepreneurship education to more fully appreciate the nature of similarities
and/or differences between value creation processes within the pedagogical approaches
utilized in our field of learning, especially when compared to more experienced educational
approaches. The authors’ motivation was not to identify best practice, but rather to
contextualize how and when different value creation approaches might best be used to
advance student development and learning. This paper also contributes to contemporary
ongoing debates as to the purpose and focus of enterprise and entrepreneurship education
(see Lackeus, 2016; Neck and Corbett, 2018; Fayolle, 2018), its place in entrepreneurial
ecosystems (Belitski and Heron, 2017) and the trajectory of its future development (Kuratko
and Morris, 2018). In stripping back the process of education to the development of purpose,
agency, competencies and capabilities, this paper seeks to clarify the types of value creation
in enterprise and entrepreneurship education and to illuminate aspects of ontological
positioning that may skew or bias an educator’s approach. The authors argue that in the
absence of such clarity, the domain of enterprise and entrepreneurship education is left
aiming for the most obvious of learning outcomes (e.g. entrepreneurial competencies and/or
new venture creation), without a fully developed sense of how and why such related value
creation should occur.
Finally, there are implications that arise from this paper for policy makers. Currently, the
domain of enterprise and entrepreneurship education is a policy darling, capturing the
attention of many. However, to fulfill our increasing commitments to society, enterprise and
entrepreneurship education must also be capable of meeting Bloom’s (1956, p. 27)
fundamental requirement that “educational objectives must be related to a psychology of
learning. The faculty must distinguish goals that are feasible from goals that are unlikely to
be attained in the time available, under the conditions which are possible, with the group of
students to be involved.” As enterprise and entrepreneurship education spread their
institutional coverage, merely claiming we are the discipline of value creation will not suffice,
especially as explained here, when other disciplines have a head start. Collectively, the
domain must develop a deeper understanding of where and to whom value creation in
enterprise and entrepreneurship education should belong and/or benefit and how such value
could realistically be created.
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